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1977 

United 
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End 

Settlements 

CANT'S 
APPLI- 
CATION 


k    OATI 


Lrari 


»•  J^^f^         [j  PRLaPPLIUTION 

ACTION     j^  APPLICATION 
iHarkap-     r-   NC-''f 'OPTION   OF   INTENT  (Opt.) 

pTopnaU        I — I 

boz}  [j  RLPGRT  OF  FEDERAL  ACTION 

*.    LXCiAL   APPLICANT/RECIPIENT 

.  A,p„«n,N.m.   United  South  End  Settlements 

b    Or(iniatio(i  Unit 

c  str««/p.o  Boi  :566  Columbus  Avenue 

t.a^     '  :'Boston  ^c-ni,  :     Suf f ol  k 

(.  SUU  ■  :MaSS.  ,.  ZIP  Cod.:        02118 

k.  ccr«  p^or  (N.«,  (Mr.)  Syvalid  Hyman   III 
<r  t»:fpK<mf  No  I      :  266-5451 


AP'LICA- 
TtON 
IDENTI- 
FIER 


b.   DATE 
ASSIGNED 


i'tar     wtantii    iai 


5.    FEDERAL   EMPLOYER    IDENTIFICATION    NO 

042-104-280 


(From 
KmitTal 
Cataiog) 


7.   TITLE   AND    DES:.RIPTION    OF   APPLICANTS    PROJECT 

Planning  Grant  for  a  Housing  Improvement  Project 
in  the  South  End/Lower  Roxbury  section  of  Boston 


bTTiTLF  Public  AstiUant 


Research 


"Sbm  fnan^6T-/e^"l^&^li"t«X50tt?iOTr'"crf  the 
City  of  Boston-see  attached  area  maps. 


ESTIMATED    NUM 
BER   OF    PERSONS 
BEKEFITING 


8.  TYPE   OF  APPLICANT/RECIPIENT 
A-Slll»  H-CiMnmunitT  Aclion  A^Micr' 
B-lnl»riUt»  I-  H  jlif   £cu:«l.onil    Inititutian 
C-SuD:uti                      >-  Inoiin  Tiiix 

Ditirict  R-OtMr    (Sj»o/y): 

tr^i?""  Private-no^-for-prof1^ 

cls^^T.'ipJ'r^  Human  bervice  h  Lommimi 

°'*^'"  tv  Deve1oDft^nf^erf^tl,'^'*"!Lj 

9.  TYPE   OF  ASSISTANCE 
A-Cfsic  Cnnt  D-lnsuranc< 

B-Sup;itm»nUI  Cfint     E-Omtr  Enirr  ajypro-      I 1 1 

C-LMn  r-rio(«  Utur(tt  I       lA    I 


12.   TYPE   OF   APPLICATION 

A-hn>  C-Rnmon  E-Au{ni>ntalion 

E-RenMtl      &-Coiilinu«tiM  i— * 


PROPOSED    FUNDING 


14.   CONGRESSIONAL   DISTRICTS   OF: 


k.   APPtlCAffTl 


16.    PROJECT    START 

DATE    Itar  fit^ntX  iat 

"J7_iia_ 

la.   ESTIMATED   DATE  TO 
BE    SUBW'TTED   TO 
FEDERAL   AGENCY  ► 


17.   PROJECT 
DURATION 


Uh     day 


15.  TYPZ   OF   CHANGE    (For  itc  or  lU) 
A-lncrctu  Oollia  F-OUwr   ^Sp^t^|y)•. 

B-0*dusi  Doliin 
C-lncrMW  Duralion 

D-C)»c/e«j'  OurttiM  

E-C4nc*ll<tiM 

Emtrr  appro- 

prv3U   UUrr(§) 


19.    EXISTING   FEDERAL   IDENTIFICATION    NUMBER 


f^pTrtmenl'  o?  1^1^''- ''^'-  '^^^tftVl^hf  ^rt\   20201 


21.   REMARKS   ADDED 
□   Y«t      g]   Wo 


22. 

THE 

APPLICANT 
CERTIFIES 
TMATK 


23. 

CERTIFYING 
REPRE- 
SENTATIVE 


•  To  Um  txsl  ol  mi  \j\ym\tai*  ind  b«lit<, 
it\%  in  Uiii  prMpp>'ic4tion/«ppl<c4lion  an 
trut  tn^  cnnvct,  th«  ddcurnent  hei  b*%n 
duljr  •ut^c>rlI•d  by  U«  c^xmini  bodr  o< 
Ui<  ipp.'iunt  ind  till  ipplicant  will  csoiplr 
wiM\  Ihi  il^ihft!  iiuinncM  II  Ui>  aaJtl- 
ancj  It  tpprovod. 


If  f«qu.r«!   t>i   0MB  Circular  A-95  ttiis  aco>'t 
struct. oni   l^.artin,    ts   apprppnctt  elaann^hot 


D 
D 
D 


t.  HPED   NAME  AW)  TITLE 

Kenneth  I.  Brown, 
Executive  Director 


k.  SISKATURE 


yf 


'/  A^. 


^ 


>^  J/'         X^       j^ 


D 
D 
D 


c.  DATE  SICKED 


7?  "T  1"^- 


2*.  AGENCY   NAME 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 


2S.   APPLICA- 
TION 
RECEIVED 


fev  swhXA  iav 


26.   ORGANIZATIONAL   UNIT 

Social   and   Rehabilitation  Service 


27.  ADMINISTRATIVE   OFFICE 

)iv.    of  Project   Grants  Admin 


23.  ADDRESS 

330   C   Street,    S.W.,    Room   1*200   -   C,    Washington,    D.C. 


?0201 


3a   FEDERAL   GRANT 
lOEMTIFICATION 


31.  ACTION  TAKEN 
Q  I.  AWARDED 

□  b.   RJtCTED 

Q  t.  RHURNED  FDR 
AMENOUETa 

□  4.  OEFtRMD 

□  «.  WITHDRAWN 


FEDERAL   AGENCY 
A-95  ACTION 


t^ar     nuHitX     4aii 


33.   ACTION    DATE  »» 


34. 

STARTING 
DATE  1 


35.   CONTACT     FOR     ADDITIONAL 
TION     (A'sma    ar>i    UUpKoy\*    «■ 


36. 

ENDING 
DATE 


I'aar     vtontA     4Mt 


37.   REMARKS  ADDED 


□   Y«     QNo 


•     In   Utinj   abov*   »ction,   iry  cocnmt«U  r»c«(i^   fr&m   d«irl-)f'';uir;   »»rt  con- 
It  til  b*oa  w  a  beirif  m«4«. 


FEOCRA..  ACCNCY  >U95   OFTlCIAt 


424-101  SRS^     DpGA    _     10 


STANDARD   FOKil   424    PA".r.   1    (10-75) 


ASSURANCE  OF  COMPLIANCK  WITH  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
HEALTH.  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE  REGULATION  UNDER 
TITLE  V'l  OF  THE  CIVIL  RIGHTS  ACT  OF  1964 


United  South  End  Settlements  ^k»,»;„,f,»r  ^^ii^^  ,u«.  •< A^rsi-      ^"^ 

(nereinatter  callec^  the      Applicant    ) 


(Name  of  Applicant) 

HEREBY  AGREES  THAT  it  will  comply  with  title  VI  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964 
(P.L.  88-352)  and  all  requirements  imposed  by  or  pursuant  to  the  Regulation  of  the  Department' 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  (45  CFR  Part  80)  issued  pursuant  to  that  title,  to  the  end  that, 
in  accordance  with  title  VI  of  that  Act  and  the  Regulation,  no  person  in  the  United  States  shall, 
on  the  ground  of  race,  color,  or  national  origin,  be  excluded  from  participation  in,  be  denied  the 
benefits  of,  or  be  otherwise  subjected  to  discrimination  under  any  program  or  activity  for  which 
the  Applicant  receives  Federal  financial  assistance  from  the  Department;  and  HEREBY  GIVES 
ASSURANCE  THAT  it  will  immediately  take  any  measures  necessary  to  effectuate  this  agree- 
ment. 


If  any  real  property  or  structure  thereon  is  provided  or  improved  with  the  aid  of  Federal  financial 
assistance  extended  to  the  Applicant  by  the  Department,  this  assurance  shall  obligate  the 
.Applicant,  or  in  the  case  of  any  transfer  of  such  property,  any  transferee,  for  the  period  during 
which  the  real  property  or  structure  is  used  for  a  purpose  for  which  the  Federal  financial  assist- 
ance is  extended  or  for  another  purpose  involving  the  provision  of  similar  services  or  benefits. 
If  any  personal  property  is  so  provided,  this  assurance  shall  obligate  the  Applicant  for  the 
period  during  which  it  retains  ownership  or  possession  of  the  property.  In  all  other  cases,  this 
assurance  shall  obligate  the  Applicant  for  the  period  during  which  the  Federal  financial  assist- 
ance is  extended  to  it  by  the  Department. 

THIS  ASSURANCE  is  given  in  consideration  of  and  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  any  and  all 
Federal  grants,  loans,  contracts,  property,  discounts  or  other  Federal  financial  assistance 
extended  after  the  date  hereof  to  the  Applicant  by  the  Department,  including  installment  pay- 
ments after  such  date  on  account  of  applications  for  Federal  financial  assistance  which  were 
approved  before  such  date.  The  Applicant  recognizes  and  agrees  that  such  Federal  financial 
assistance  will  be  extended  in  reliance  on  the  representations  and  agreements  made  in  this 
assurance,  and  that  the  United  States  shall  have  the  right  to  seek  judicial  enforcement  of  this 
assurance.  This  assurance  is  binding  on  the  Applicant,  its  successors,  transferees,  and  assign- 
ees, and  the  person  or  persons  whose  signatures  appear  below  are  authorized  to  sign  this  assur- 
ance on  behalf  of  the  Applicant. 


Dated 


July  "15,  1977  United  South  End  Settlements 


(Applicant) 


(President,  Chairman  of  board,  or  comparable 
/  authorized  official) 

566  Columbus  Avenue  '      Kenneth  L.  Brown 


Executive  Director 


Boston,  Mass.  02118 


(Applicant's  mailing  address) 


HE»(-441 
(12-64) 


PART  II 
PROJECT  APPROVAL  INFORIUTIOH 


Item  1. 

Does  this  assistance  request  require  State,  Name  of  Gcverr.i::r  3oay_ 

local,  regional  or  other  priority  rating?  Priority  P.etiric 

Yes  X ^No 


Itea  2. 

Does  this  assistajice  request  require  State,  IJame  of  .-.gnecy  :r  Board_ 

or  local  advisory,  educational  or  health     ' 

clearances?  Yes_^ No   (Attach  Docuzen-  aticr  , 

Not  Applicable    

Iten  3. 


Does  this  assistance  request  require 
clearinghouse  reviev  in  accordance 
vith  0MB  Circular  A-95? 

Yes      No 
Not  dppT  Icatm 


(Attach  "o=Den-s! 


Itea  ^ . 

Does  this  assistance  request  require  State,  Name  of  Approving  A5ency_ 

local, regional  or  other  planning  approval?   Date 

„  ',  Yeg. No 

Not  appi  I caoi-e 

Item  3. 


Is  the  proposed  project  covered  by  an 
approved  comprehensive  plan? 

Not  Qpplfc^^be ^^ 


Check  oze:   St a: 


Location  of  Plar. 


Item  6. 

'•'ill  the  assistance  requested  serve  a 

Federal  installation?         X 

Yes  No 


•Name  of  ~; 
Federal  ?: 


idsral  Zr.s-allaticn 

:pula-irr.  benefiting  fror.  project 


It.em  T. 

Will  the  assistance  requested  "be  on  Federal     Name  of  Federal   I~s-allation_ 
land  or  installation?  Location  rf  Federal  Land 
Ye  s       X      No 


Percent  of  Prefect 


Itea  S. 

Will  the  assistance  requested  have  an  inpact  (See  in=-:r--ctic=s  for  additional  information 
or  effect  on  the  environment?  to  be  pr-videi^ 

■  ^Yes   X   No 


Item  9. 

■/i'ill  the  assistance  requested  cause  the 
displacement  of  individuals,  families, 
businesses,  or  farms? 

Yes   X   No  . 


Number  cf 


Indiviiuals 

Businesses: 


Item  10. 

Is  there  other  related  assistance  on  this    (See  instructions  for  additional  information 

project  previous,  pending,  or  anticipated?    to  be  provided) 


EW-608T 
PGA- 10 


Yes 


Ho 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELF;  RE 

PROTECTION  OF  HUMAN  SUBJECTS 
ASSURANCE /CERTIFICATION/ DECLARATION 

Q   ORIGINAL  D    FOLLOWUP  □    REVISION 


11-,  GRANT      LJ  CONTRACT      L_J  FELLOW      □  OTHER 

Q  NEW  LI]  RENEWAL  C  CONTINUATION 

APPLICATION  IDENTIFICATION  HVM&ER  (II  known) 


STATEMENT  OF  POLICY:   Saleguardin^  the  rights  end  wellare  ol  subjects  at  risk  in  activities  supported  under  grants  <jnd  con- 
tracts Irom  DHE\^'  is  primarily  the  responsibility  ol  the  institution  which  receives  or  is  accountable  to  DHEW  for  the  funds 
awarded  Icr  the  support  of  the  activity.  In  order  to  provide  for  the  adequate  discharge  ol  this  institutional  responsibility,  it  is  the 
policv  ol  DHEVi'  that  no  activity  involving  human  subiects  to  be  supported  by  DHEH'  grants  or  contracts  shall  be  undertaken  unless 
the  Institutional  Review  Board  has  reviewed  and  approved  such  activity,  and  the  institution  has  submitted  to  DHEW  a  certilica- 
tion  ol  such  revien'  and  approval,  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  ol  Public  Law  93-348,  as  implemented  by  Part  -Jfi  ol  Title 
45  ol  the  Code  ol  Federal  Regulations,  as  amended. {45  CFR  46).  Administration  of  fhe  DHEW  policy  and  regulation  is  the  re- 
sponsibility   of    the   Office    for   Protection   from   Sesearch   Risks,    National    Institutes    of   Health,    oethesoa,    Md    20014. 

u  TITLE  OF  PROPOSAL  OR  ACTIVITY    pignnipg  Grant  for  a  Housing   Impi-ovement  Project  in  the 
South  End/Lower  Roxbury  Section  of  Boston. 

2.  PRINCIPAL  INVESTIGATOR/ACTIVITY  DIRECTOR/FELLOW 

3.  DECLARATION   THAT  HUMAN  SUBJECTS  EITHER  WOULD  OR  WOULD  NOT  BE  INVOLVED 

I 1   A.     NO  INDIVIDUALS  WHO  MIGHT  BE  CONSIDERED  HUMAN   SUBJECTS,   INCLUDING  THOSE   FROM   WHOM  ORGANS,   TISSUES, 

'-X^  FLUIDS,  OR  OTHER  MATERIALS  WOULD   BE   DERIVED,  OR  WHO  COULD   BE  IDENTIFIED   BV   PERSONAL   DATA,  WOULD  BE 

INVOLVED  IN   THE   PROPOSED  ACTIVITY.  (IF  NO  HUMAN  SUBJECTS  WOULD  BE   INVOLVED,  CHECK   THIS  BOX  AND   PRO- 
CEED TO  ITEM  7.   PROPOSALS  DETERMINED  BY   THE  AGENCY  TO  INVOLVE  HUMAN  SUBJECTS  WILL  BE   RETURNED.) 


D 


HUMAN  SUBJECTS  WOULD   BE   INVOLVED  IN    THE    PROPOSED  ACTIVITY   AS  EITHER:    □  NONE  OF   THE   FOLLOWING,  OR 
INCLUDING;    □  MINORS,    QZl  FETUSES,    [^ABORTUSES,    □PREGNANT  WOMEN,    □PRISONERS,    r~~l  MENTALLY 
RETARDED,    □MENTALLY   DISABLED.   UNDER  SECTION  6.  COOPERATING  INSTITUTIONS,  ON    REVERSE  OF   THIS    FORM, 
GIVE  NAME  OF   INSTITUTION   AND  NAME   AND  ADDRESS  OF  OFFICIAL(S)   AUTHORIZING  ACCESS  TO  ANY   SUBJECTS  IN 
FACILITIES  NOT  UNDER  DIRECT   CONTROL  OF  THE   APPLICANT  OR  OFFERING  INSTITUTION. 


4.    DECLARATION  OF  ASSURANCE  STATUS/CERTIFICATION  OF  REVIEW 

I        j  A.    THIS    INSTITUTION    HAS   NOT    PREVIOUSLY    FILED   AN    ASSURANCE   AND   ASSURANCE    IMPLEMENTING   PROCEDURES    FOR   THE 
PROTECTION   OF    HUMAN   SUBJECTS   WITH    THE    DHEW    THAT    APPLIES    TO   THIS    APPLICATION    OR   ACTIVITY.   ASSURANCE    IS 
HEREBY    GIVEN    THAT   THIS    INSTITUTION    WILL    COMPLY    w'lTH    REQUIREMENTS   OF   DHF.W  Regulation  45    CFR  46,   THAT    IT    HAS 
ESTABLISHED    AN    INSTITUTIONAL    REVIEW    BOARD    FOR   THE   PROTECTION    OF    HUMAN   SUBJECTS    AND,   WHEN    REQUESTED, 
WILL   SUBMIT   TO  DHEW   DOCUMENTATION    AND   CERTIFICATION   OF  SUCH    REVIEWS    AND   PROCEDURES    AS   MAY    BE    RE- 
QUIRED   FOR    IMPLEMENTATION   OF    THIS   ASSURANCE    FOR   THE    PROPOSED    PROJECT   OR   ACTIVITY. 


D 


8.    THIS    INSTITUTION    HAS    AN    APPROVED   GENERAL   ASSURANCE    (DHEW   ASSURANCE    NUMBER 


JOR   AN    ACTIVE 


SPECIAL    ASSURANCE    FOR   THIS   ONGOING    ACTIVITY.   ON    FILE   WITH   DHEW.   THE   SIGNER  CERTIFIES   THAT    ALL    ACTIVITIES 
IN    THIS    APPLICATION    PROPOSING    TO   INVOLVE    HUMAN   SUBJECTS    HAVE    BEEN    REVIEWED   AND   APPROVED    BY    THIS 

INSTITUTION'S    INSTITUTIONAL    REVIEW    BOARD   IN    A    CONVENED   MEETING  ON    THE    D/>TE    OF IN    ACCORDANCE 

WITH   THE    REQUIREMENTS  OF   THE    Code  ol  Federal  Regulations  on  Protection  ol  Human  Subjecla  (45   CFR  46).  THIS  CERTIFICA- 
TION   INCLUDES,   WHEN    APPLICABLE,    REQUIREMENTS    FOR   CERTIFYING    FDA   STATUS    FOR    EACH    INVESTIGATIONAL    NEW 
DRUG  TO   BE  USED  (SEE  REVERSE  SIDE  OF  THIS   FORM). 

THE  INSTITUTIONAL   REVIEW  BOARD  HAS  DETERMINED,  AND  THE  INSTITUTIONAL  OFFICIAL  SIGNING  BELOW  CONCURS 
THAT: 


EITHER     □  HUMAN  SUBJECTS  WILL   NOT    BE    AT    RISK; 


OR    □  HUMAN  SUBJECTS   WILL    BE    AT    RISK. 


5.  AND  6.    SEE  REVERSE  SIDE 


7.     NAME  AND  ADDRESS  OF   INSTITUTION 

Uniteid  South  Enij  Settlements 
•  566  Columbus  Ave. 
Boston.   MA  02118 ' 


8.    TITLE  OF  INSTITUTIONAL  OFFICIAL 

Kenneth  L.    Brown 

Executive  Director 


TELEPHONE  NUMBER 

(617)    536-8610 


SIGNATURE  OF  INSTITUTIONAL  OFFICIAL 


DATE 

July  15,   1977 


HEB/596    (Rev.    4-75) 
/  ENCLOSE  THIS  FORM  WITH  THE  PROPOSAL  OR  RETURN  IT  TO  REQUESTING  AGENCY. 
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July   12,    1977 


B    J    RUDWAN 

ASSISTANT  SECRETA? 


RALPH  E,  JORDAN 
EXECUTIVE  DIREC'G.s 


Mr.  Kenneth  L.  Brown 
Executive  Director 
United  South  End  Settlements 
566  Columbus  Avenue 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Dear  Mr.  Brown: 


As  you  know,  the  State  Manpower  Services  Council  of  the  State  of 
Massachusetts  is  actively  involved  in  exploring  innovative  approaches 
to  the  utilization  of  the  Comprehensive  Employment  and  Training  Act 
to  address  the  problems  of  unemployed  persons  and  respond  to  real  comm- 
unity needs.   The  success  of  the  Massachusetts  Local  Initiative  Program 
has  led  to  incorporation  of  several  of  its  features  in  recently  imple- 
mented CETA  Title  VI  regulations . 

Your  proposal  to  develop  a  model  demonstration  project  which  com- 
bines federal  and  local  resources  to  improve  rental  housing  and  provide 
related  training  and  employment  is  of  great  interest  to  us.   We  are 
currently  exploring  the  idea  of  a  "jobs  creation  strategy"  which  would 
focus  on  using  CETA  funds  to  stimulate  new,  small-scale,  local  enter- 
prise.  It  would  appear  that  objectives  of  your  project  parallel  ours  to 
a  considerable  degree  and  thus  provide  a  strong  motive  for  collaboration. 

We  will  be  quite  pleased  to  work  with  your  project  director,  Mr. 
Val  Hyman,  and  other  members  of  the  project  team  to  explore  the  possi- 
bilities available  to  support  the  kind  of  demonstration  you  are  con- 
sidering through  CETA  and  other  relevant  sources  familiar  to  the  planners 
on  my  staff.   Should  your  study  uncover  feasible  alternatives  with  real 
long-term  potential,  we  would  be  most  eager  to  assist  in  securing  appropr- 
iate demonstration  funds  through  the  United  States  Department  of  Labor. 


Sincerely, 


Ralph  E.  Jordan 


REJ:ts 
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ALEXANDER    E.   SHARP,    II 
COMMISSIONER 


July  12,  1977 


Mr.  Kenneth  L.  Brown,  Executive  Director 
United  South  End  Settlements 
566  Columbus  Avenue 
Boston,  MA    02118 

Dear  Mr.  Bre.wn: 

The  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Welfare  is  in  agreement  with  and 
supports  the  principles  and  objectives  of  the  proposed  Planning  Grant  for 
a  Housing  Improvement  Project  in  the  South  End/Lower  Roxbury  section  of 
Boston  as  prepared  by  United  South  End  Settlements  and  submitted  to  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare.   The  areas  of  mutual  con- 
cern shall  be: 

a.  the  development  of  a  model  for  cross-cutting  Title  XX 
funded  programs  with  others  such  as  CETA  and  various 
housing  and  community  development  programs  as  admin- 
istered by  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 
ment. 

b.  coordination  of  housing  assistance  service  programs 
financed  through  the  use  of  Title  XX  with  training 
programs  geared  to  preparing  unemployed  persons  for 
employment  in  housing  (repairs,  maintenance  and  man- 
agement) . 

c.  The  coordination  of  the  USES  managed  cind  DPW  Title  XX 
financed  Family  Life  Education  and  Counseling  Program, 
Day  Care  Programs  and  the  Older  Adult  Program  with 
housing  development  efforts  in  the  South  End. 

The  DPW  Purchase  of  Service  Unit  shall  cooperate  in  every  appropriate  manner 
to  mcike  this  proposed  project  a  success. 

Sincerely  yours. 


.^  4 


^<^0 oC     A  *<?-V..-v 

Edward  Donovan 

Director 

Purchase  of  Service  Uni'! 


ED/ms 
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IICHAEL  S.  DUKAKIS  727-7765 

GOVERNOR 


WILLIAM  G.  FLYNN 
SECRETARY 


July  15,  1977 


Mr.  Kenneth  Brown 
Executive  Director 
United  South  End  Settlements 
566  Columbus  Avenue 
Boston,  MA  02118 

Dear  Mr.  Brown: 

The  Massachusetts  Department  of  Community  Affairs  is  in  agreement  with 
and  supports  the  principles  and  objectives  of  the  proposed  planning  grant 
for  a  Housing  Improvement  Project  in  the  South  End/Lower  Roxbury  section 
of  Boston  as  prepared  by  United  South  End  Settlements  and  submitted  to 
the  United  States  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

The  areas  of  mutual  concern  shall  be: 

a.  The  development  of  a  model  housing  improvement  program  for  low-  and 
moderate-income  homeowners  utilizing  Section  8  and  Section  312 
financing  mechanisms;  and 

b.  The  possible  use  of  the  energy  conservation  (CSA,  FEA  or  HUD)  program  for 
use  in  a  revolving  loan  weatherization  demonstration  component  of  the 
housing  improvement  program. 

The  Department  of  Community  Affairs  Office  of  Planning,  Policy  and  Program 
Development  will  cooperate  in  any  appropriate  manner  possible  to  assure 
the  program's  success. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Wayne  H.  Sherwood,  Coordinator 
Office  of  Planning,  Policy  and 
Program  Development 


ESTIMATED  COSTS 


a.    Personnel 


Project   Director 
Project  Planner 
Secretary 

b.    Fringe  Benefits  @  20% 


%    of 
TIME 

#  of 
Months 

COST 

40 

9 

$  7,500 

75 

9 

10,125 

50 

9 

3,750 
$21  ,375 

5,025 

25,400 


Travel  (long  distance) 

3  person  trips  to  Washington,  D.C 
g  $160  per  trip 


480 


Equipment 

None 

Suppl ies 

State  of  Art  Publications 

Postage  @  $15  per  month 

Office  &  Desk  Top 

Contractual 


Organization  for  services  in  the  Public 
Interest  (see  attached  detail) 

Tenants  Development  Corporation 


Constructi  on 


300 

135 

150 

$  585 

$  12,250 
S  6,000 
$  18,250 


Not  appl i  cabl e 


h.    Other 

Local  Travel  50  mile  per  mo.  (?  15(t  per 

Long  Distance  Telephone 

Xerox  y  lOi    per  copy  X  500  copies  per  mo 
X  9  months 

And  additional  cost  for  final  report 
printing. 


TOTAL  DIRECT  CHARGES 


Indirect  Charges  @  15% 
(excluding  contracted  services 


$   67.50 
270.00 

450.00 

200.00 
$  988.00 

46,703.00 

7,005.00 


k. 


Totals 


53,708.00 


Indirect  charges  are  based  on  the  current  federal  rate  which 
USES  maintains  with  the  U .  S .,  Department  of  Commerce. 


Direct  Labor 


OSPI,  Inc.  Sub-contract 


Daily 

#  of 

Amount 

Position 

Rate 
$120 

Days 
38 

Requested 

Senior  Associate 

4,560 

(M.  Baker) 

Associ  ate 

60 

12 

720 

Secretary 

35 

25 

875 

Direct  labor  sub-toal  6,155 


Fringe  (?  25.5%  of  direct  labor 
Other  Direct  Charges 


1  ,670 


long  distance  telephone  $100 

Xerox  150 

local  travel  174 

(36  trips  X  25  miles  x  IStl  

mi 1e  &  $1  .00  toll/trip) 


ODC  SUB-TOTAL 


$   424 


Overhead  (?  48. C%  of  project  cost^ 

TOTAL  COST 


4001 


12,250 


Fringe  and  overhead  rates  are  provisional  rates  approved  by  DHEW 
Regi  on  I . 


Part  IV:   Project  Narrative 


i  n  the 


Planning  Grant  for  a 
Housing  Improvement  Project 
South  End/Lower  Roxbury  Section 


of  Boston 


July,  1977 


United  South  End  Settlements 
566  Columbus  Avenue 
Boston,  MA  02118 
(617)  536-8610 
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I .   Introduction 

USES  proposes  to  plan  and  design  a  model  mul ti -agency  funded 
demonstration  project  to  improve  the  condition  of  rental 
housing  in  the  South  End  section  of  Boston  while  meeting 
training  and  employment  needs  of  unemployed  area  residents. 
The  overall  objective  of  this  residential  improvement  pro- 
gram is  to  provide  decent,  safe  and  sanitary  dwelling  units 
for  persons  living  in  this  area  and  to  encourage,  enable 
homeowners  to  repair,  upgrade,  renovate  and  improve  substand' 
ard,  rundown  or  deteriorating  homes  and  provide  training  and 
employment  in  housing  repair  and  maintenance.   The  benefi- 
ciaries of  this  program  are  primarily  low  and  moderate-in- 
come homeowners  and  tenants  living  in  rental  housing  and  un- 
employed individuals  interested  in  housing  repair  and  main- 
tenance work. 

It  can  be  generally  agreed  that  a  structurally  sound  house, 
assuming  it  is  in  an  acceptable  location,  is  worth  a  rein- 
vestment to  maintain  it.   Realizing  that  new  construction 
is  quite  costly  and  clearly  out  of  reach  of  low-income  fam- 
ilies, national,  state  and  local  concern  has  recently  begun 
to  focus  on  the  need  to  preserve  and  maintain  existing  re- 
sidential structures. 


Nevertheless,  housing  repair  and  renovation  costs  can  remain 
an  obstacle  to  lower-income  neighborhoods  where  credit  is 
difficult  to  obtain,  and  instability  and  uncertainty  tend 
to  promote  self-sustaining  delcine.   However,  there  are  a 
large  number  of  federal  programs  which  would  fund  critical 

1. 


components  of  housing  improvement  in  urban  areas.   There- 
fore, the  planning  and  design  phase  will  stress  investiga- 
tion into  the  feasibility  of  using  federal,  state,  and 
normally  available  private  (CETA,  Title  XX,  HUD,  CDBG,  and 
section  8,  CSA)  funding  to  provide  a  mul ti -dimens i onal 
service  model  to  homeowners  and  residents  of  the  South  End. 

1 1 .   Statement  of  Objectives 

The  basic  objective  of  the  project  is  to  carry  out  the 
necessary  planning  and  feasibility  studies  to  justify  a  de- 
monstration project  aimed  at  showing  how  a  variety  of  fund- 
ing sources  may  be  effectively  combined  to  improve  low-in- 
come urban  rental  housing  and  attain  other  economic  and 
social  objectives. 
The  end  result  of  the  demonstration  would  be: 

-  improved  rental  housing  stocks  for  low-income 
families  in  the  South  End 

-  individuals  training  in  housing  repair  and 
mai  ntenance 


-  on-going  "maintenance"  program  which: 

1.  preserves  benefits  for  tenants 

2.  motivates  owner  upkeep 

3.  provides  supportive  social  services 
(training  and  assistance)  for  tenants 

-  a  nationally  replicable  model  of  a  cross-cutting 
approach  to  housing  improvement,  employment  and  tenant 
servi  ces . 


Preliminary  analysis  suggests  that  an  effective  strategy 
may  need  to  draw  upon  several  components  designed  to  fit 
specific  ownership  and  tenancy  arrangements  and  differing 
economic  and  housing  conditions.   And  a  minimum  consider- 
ation during  this  phase  should  be  given  to  a  wide  variety 
of  strategies  and  assessment  of  their  comparative  costs 
and  benef i  ts . 


During  the  period  of  the  planning  grant,  USES  will  investi- 
gate the  feasibility  of  the  following  possible  program  com- 
ponents : 

1)  A  plan  which  will  provide  for  low-to  moderate- 
income  owner-occupants  in  the  Soutn  End  to  use 
their  sweat  (labor)  as  equity,  under  project 
supervision,  in  rehabilitating  their  properties 
using  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  De- 
velopment (HUD)  Community  Development  Block 
Grant  (CDBG)  monies  for  materials; 

2)  A  plan  to  incorporate  into  the  program  a  Build- 
ing Traces  and  Construction  Training  program 
using  CETA-el igi bl e  youth  and  adults  in  an  on- 
the-job  training  program  to  rehabilitate  the 
homes  of  low-and  moderate- i ncome  owner-occupants 
or  absentee  landlords  with  Title  III  funding; 

3)  A  plan  to  assure,  that  tenants  of  these  properties 
are  provided  with  the  proper  Housing  and  Tenants 
Services,  including  protection  against  unwarranted 
rent  increases  or  evictions  and  access  to  legal 
assistance  for  these  and  other  such  problems,  using 


Title  XX  monies  from  the  Department  of  Public 
Wei  fare  (state) ; 

4)  Development  of  a  Housing  Service,  Repair  and 
Maintenance  model  wnich  would  train  CETA  personnel 
to  train  and  supervise  homeowners  in  a  simple  home 
repair  and  energy  conservation  techniques-  utiliz- 
ing technical  assistance  from  the  State's  Energy 
Pol i  cy  Of f i  ce  ; 

5)  A  plan  for  the  tenants  of  buildings  of  upper-income 
owner-occupant  or  absentee  landlords  to  benefit  from 
energy  savings  gained  from  weather ization  of  their 
dwelling  units.   The  plan  would  test  the  feasibility 
of  developing  a  revolving  loan  fund  for  such  home- 
owners utilizing  monies  from  the  three  (or  possibly 
four)  federal  agencies  with  such  energy  conserva- 
tion programs:  Community  Services  Administration  (CSA), 
Federal  Engergy  Administration  (FEA),  Energy  Research 
and  Development  Administration  (ERDA)  and  possibly 
HUD. 

6)  A  plan  for  tenant  families  in  properties  of  absentee 
landlords  to  have  the  opportunity  to  purchase  their 
dwellings  (or  other  vacant,  usable  dwellings)  at  a 
reasonable  price  through  a  self-help  mechanism  by 
which  a  family's  labor  assumes  a  cash  credit  towards 
the  traditional  cash  downpayment  investment; 

7)  A  plan  for  the  banking  of  available  vacant  land  in 
the  South  End,  to  be  sold  alter  (after  being  made 
available  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority)  for 
use  by  not-for-profit  housing  development  organiza- 


tions  or  other  developers  of  low-and  moderate-in- 
come family  housing.   This  concept  is  part  of  a 
larger  neighborhood  stabilization  and  preservation 
scheme  for  which  funding  is  being  sought  from  Ford 
Foundation. 
)  A  plan  for  upgrading  FHA  subsidized  housing  221-D-3, 
section  8  currently  operated  by  non-for-profit 
devel opers . 


III.   Background  &  Importance  of  the  Project 

Public  intervention  to  address  human  needs  and  problems  which 
are  not  successfully  resolved  through  the  "free-play"  of  the 
market  economy  has  come  in  the  form  of  piece  meal  attempts  to 
target  resources  at  specific  populations  experiencing  par- 
ticular conditions  of  unmet  need ( inadequate  shelter,  unem- 
ployment, malnutrition,  inadequate  income  Tor  care  of  small 
children,  and  the  like).   As  a  result,  we  have  created  a 
situation  in  which  there  are  a  multiplicity  of  federal  pro- 
grams filling  over  800  pages  of  the  Federal  Catalogue  - 
addressing  many  different  pieces  of  a  complex  problem 
such  as  for  example,  the  problem  of  maintaining  the  stock 
of  low-cost  rental  housing  in  urban  areas. 

One  response  has  been  to  call  for  a  restructuring  of 
federal /state  funding  and  administrative  arrangements 
to  facilitate  the  development  of  comprehensive  integrated 
local  programs.   Numerous  experiments  (NSP,  SITO,  etc.) 
and  the  creation  of  block  grants  and  revenue  sharing 
funding  (Community  Development  Block  Grants,  Title  XX, 
etc.)  have  begun  to  move  the  system  in  this  direction. 
However,  this  experience  has  also  shown  that  the  task  is 
not  so  simple  and  that  major  changes  in  basic  funding 
strategies  will  take  a  long  time.   There  are  also  cogent 
reasons  to  argue  that  Congress  will  never  yield  its  per- 
rogative  to  target  funding  for  specific  purposes. 


While  the  issues  of  categorical  versus  non-categorical 
funding  are  still  being  argued,  there  remain  the  numer- 


ous  problems  and  there  exist  a  variety  of  federal  and 
state  programs  which  could  be  integrated  as-is  to  le- 
verage, so-to-speak,  categorical  funding  sources. 
Such  strategies  can  at  least  provide  useful  short  to 
medium  term  solutions  to  maximizing  the  impact  of 
public  funds . 


This  study  will  address  the  potential  for  leveraging 
categorical  funds  through  a  cross-cutting  strategy 
to  address  the  problem  of  low-income  rental  housing. 
What  is  proposed  is  the  development  of  a  plan  for 
a  model  demonstration  housing  improvement  program 
in  a  low-income  urban  neighborhood  through  a  community 
based  organization  which  can  assemble  the  technical 
skills  requisite  to  the  planning  phase,  secure  the 
involvement  of  a  wide  variety  of  state  agencies  in- 
volved in  planning  and  administration  of  relevant 
funding  sources  (Title  XX,  CETA,  CDA  Clock  Grants  & 
Section  8,  ERDA,  CSA,  etc.),  and  legitimize  the  poten- 
tial project  in  a  candidate  community  because  the  a- 
gency  is  community  based  and  involved  on  a  daily  basis 
in  addressing  the  housing,  human  service,  economic  de- 
velopment and  employment  needs  of  low-income  persons. 
The  organization  is  United  South  End  Settlements,  Inc. 
(USES),  and  the  community,  is  the  South  End/Lower  Roxbury 
area  of  Boston,  Massachusetts. 

See  the  project  staff  section  for  a  description  of  USES 
and  below  for  a  profile  of  the  South  End. 


Housing  for  Urban  Low-income  Residents 

It  has  been  repeated,  ad  nauseum,  that  the  federal  govern- 
ment has  consistently  failed  to  meet  its  commitment  of  a 
"decent  home  for  every  American."   Urban  renewal  destroyed 
wide  existing  housing  stocks  and  new  government  housing 
programs  left  us  with  just  about  enough  units  to  replace 
those  destoryed  by  freeway  construction.   The  major  hous- 
ing construction  programs  of  the  sixties  have  generated 
administrative  headaches,  questionable  tax  benefits  for 
the  wealthy,  and  some  very  costly  and  frequently  misman- 
aged moderate- i ncome  housing.   Public  housing  continues 
to  defy  rational  control. 

The  issue  is  not  that  all  of  these  programs  were  or  are 
bad;  but,  simply  that  public  expectations  were  inflated 
(mostly  by  the  advocates  of  these  programs)  as  to  the 
potential  impact  on  what  was  and  remains  a  massive  pro- 
blem: housing  all  people  in  reasonable  shelter  at  reason- 
able costs . 

Some  of  these  programs  rested  in  part  on  assumptions 
about  exploitation  of  low-income  tenants  by  absentee  land- 
lords.  The  solution  suggested  by  this  view  was  to  cut 
the  exploitness  out  of  the  picture  or  constrain  their  pro- 
fits.  By  eliminating  "excess  profits",  savings  could  be 
passed  on  to  tenants  in  the  form  of  reduced  rents.   How- 
ever, we  now  know  what  a  gross  over-simplification  this 
view  represents.   In  one  sense  it  is  surprising  that  so 
much  faith  was  placed  in  the  results  which  would  flow  from 
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public  sponsored  new  construction.   It  has  long  been  re- 
cognized that  the  new  construction  (public  and  private) 
only  provides  miniscule  additions  to  the  nation's  hous- 
ing stock  each  year.   Housing  market  analysts  such  as 
Grigsby  have  fairly  clearly  documented  the  fact  that 
the  bulk  of  the  needed  supply  of  moderate  to  low-income 
housing  supply  can  be  obtained  at  reasonable  cost  in 
America  only  through  the  workings  of  the  housing  market 
process  whereby  older  units  emerge  from  a  "trickle  down" 
process  to  become  the  main  supply  of  moderate  cost  hous- 
ing, become  the  value  of  most  older  units  does  not  esca- 
late at  the  same  rate  as  the  cost  of  new  construction. 

George  Sternlieb,  Michael  Stegman,  Henry  Arron,  and  nu- 
merous others  housing  experts  have  shown  to  what  extent 
the  maintenance  of  this  older  housing  stock  is  dependent 
on  the  capacity  of  thousands  of  home  owners  and  small- 
scale  landlords  and  the  viability  of  the  neighborhoods 
in  which  these  units  are  located. 


Of  recent,  a  "preservation  and  restoration  of  existing 
stock"  has  been  recognized  as  an  important  component  of 
a  complete  housing  strategy.   One  fear  is  that  the  ina- 
bility to  halt  abandonment  in  a  number  of  badly  deterior- 
ating major  urban  centers  and  the  resulting  social  and 
economic  costs  may  be  a  signal  of  similar  fate  awaiting 
additional  housing  in  core  city  older  inner  suburban 
neighborhoods.   Much  of  this  housing  is  passing  into 
the  stage  when  the  effects  of  common  neglect  of  basic 
maintenance  begin  to  cumulate  and  a  slight  softening  of 


realestate  market  can  begin  to  have  a  snow-balling  impact. 

While  Community  Development  Block  Grants  and  the  rehabili- 
tation and  rental  assistance  provisions  of  Section  8  pro- 
vide mechanisms  for  coping  v;ith  these  issues,  the  recent 
period  of  high  inflation  and  unemployment  has  further 
strained  the  capacity  of  already  limited  HUD  resources 
to  address  the  real  levels  of  unmet  housing  needs  among 
lower  income  families.   The  complexities  of  housing  in- 
vestment and  the  traditional  conservatism  of  lending 
authorities  (be  they  public  or  private)  tends  to  further 
limit  the  impact  of  public  intervention  in  reaching 
those  who  most  need  help.   For  example,  a  recent  study 
of  Boston's  South  End  revealed  that  the  median  income  of 
individuals  participating  in  a  municipal  inner-city  hous- 
ing improvement  loan  program  was  $22,000. 

The  never  focus  on  preservation  and  maintenance  of  exist- 
ing building  has  fortunately  forced  greater  attention  on 
the  dynamics  of  current  housing  use.   One  of  the  shocks 
of  the  sixties  housing  programs  occurred  when  harsh  real- 
ities -  recognition  that  devel opment  is  only  one  compon- 
ent of  the  housing  formula.   The  management  and  mainten- 
ance of  operating  housing,  traditional  the  after-thought 
of  the  housing  field,  has  emerged  as  an  equally  if  not 
more  important  issue.   This  is  in  part  due  to  the  problems 
which  typically  confront  low-income  tenants , I  pri nci pal ly 
low  and/or  unstable  earnings),  urban  homeowners  and  small 
scale  landlords,  marginal  funds  for  housing  management 
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and  maintenance  which  can  be  extracted  from  this  segment 
of  the  housing  sector. 

Thus,  in  spite  of  the  difficulties  of  the  past  decade, 
it  does  appear  as  though  the  general  level  of  understand- 
ing of  the  true  dynamics  of  the  low-income  housing  issue 
has  risen.   However,  better  understanding  does  not  itself 
reduce  unmet  need  for  adequate  shelter.   Furthermore,  the 
cut-backs  generally  occurring  in  the  public  sector  require 
that  we  combine  this  understanding  with  innovative  approa- 
ches which  can  extract  maximum  benefit  from  available  re- 
sources.  We  don't  need  single  strategies  which  promise 
to  dispell  the  entire  problem,  perhaps,  as  much  as  we 
need  to  increase  our  repertoir  of  strategies  which  can 
increase  the  capacity  of  local  communities  to  fashion 
programs  which  fit  their  own  requirements  and  resources 
limitations. 

One  innovative  approach  is  the  kind  of  "cross-cutting" 
strategy  discussed  earlier.   The  current  cost  of  housing 
and  the  threat  of  future  abandonment  and  serious  decay 
which  faces  much  of  our  existing  older  housing  stock 
(and  some  comparatively  new  but  inadequately  maintained 
subsidized  housing)  suggests  that  a  strategy  which  em- 
ploys funds  already  committed  to  elements  of  the  low- 
income  rental  housing  repair  and  maintenance  problem 
could  be  of  significant  practical  value.   Significant 
elements  include  the  basic  capital  improvement  and  rental 
subsidy  components  of  housing  legislation.   Labor  and 
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training  for  housing  repair  and  maintenance  through  CETA. 
Human  services  for  tenants  to  insure  that  family  and 
other  social  problems  do  not  impact  their  responsibili- 
ties as  tenants  and  that  benefits  which  accrue  to  units 
through  public  support  are  also  enjoyed  by  those  least 
able  to  afford  decent  housing. 

Also,  the  energy  crisis  has  generated  a  series  of  rele- 
vant programs  emanating  from  various  federal  and  state 
agencies,  following  in  large  measure  the  CSA  winteriza- 
tion  programs.   Obviously,  such  efforts  are  not  easy  to 
initiate.   One  must  properly  interface  the  complexities 
of  the  housing  improvement-maintenance  process  as  it  can 
occur  within  a  real  community  with  the  rules  and  regula- 
tions which  govern  the  use  of  relevant  public  funding 
sources.   For  the  housing  improvement  example,  the  issue 
of  labor  union  perrogatives  must  be  dealt  with  if  either 
HUD  or  DOL  funding  are  involved.   The  CETA  program  requires 
that  those  employed  be  economically  disadvantaged  persons, 
be  unemployed  for  6  months,  be  paid  a  maximum  of  $10,000 
per  year  in  CETA  funds,  and  work  for  no  more  than  one 
year.   They  may  work  only  on  property  of  public  agencies- 
private-not-for-profit  organizations  or  low- income  persons. 

Obviously,  a  housing  improvement  program  which  leverages 
multiple  funding  sources  must  be  carefully  devised  if  it 
is  to  be  a  success.   The  proposed  planning  project  is  an 
essential  step  in  developing  a  testable  model.   Of  course, 
there  are  other  ingredients  of  a  successful  planning  phase 
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than  the  essentially  technical  matters  already  discussed. 
Namely,  a  community  base  which  will  facilitate  the  devel- 
opment and  acceptance  of  a  strategy  which  must  at  various 
points  address  conflicting  or  potentially  conflicting  in- 
terests (tenants,  versus  owners,  for  example).   And ,  the 
involvement  of  key  public  agencies  which  can  ensure  that 
any  potential  plan  meets  their  various  feasibility  cri- 
teria and  can  be  marshalled  to  provide  support  for  a  de- 
monstration follow-on,  if  the  planning  phase  proves  such 
to  be  worthy. 

Rather  than  handle  the  planning  phase  as  a  set  of  isol- 
ated technical  tasks  to  be  followed  by  selection  of  a 
community  upon  which  the  demonstration  plan  would  be  im- 
posed, the  proposal  grounds  the  planning  phase  in  a  well 
established  community  agency  serving  a  low- income  urban 
community.   Requisite  technical  skills  will  be  assembled 
from  within  the  agency  and  outside  specialists  who  will 
work  with  the  project  on  a  continuing  basis  (see  project 
staff  section).   In  addition,  as  an  established  community 
agency,  the  applying  grantee  has  obtained  commitments 
from  key  state  agencies  because  of  the  necessary  expert- 
ise these  agencies  contain  and  because  it  is  recognized 
that  a  workable  and  realistic  plan  must  have  their  active 
support.  "» 

The  remaining  sections  of  this  report  provide  brief  des- 
criptive profiles  on  the  South  End/Lower  Roxbury  community 
and  its  housing. 


13 


An  important  part  of  the  history  of  the  South  End  is  the 
approval  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  particularly  the  goal 
of  an  economically,  socially  and  raci al ly- i ntegra ted 
neighborhood.   A  commitment  was  also  made  to  maintain  the 
area  for  the  residents,  the  vast  majority  of  whom  at  the 
time  were  low-income  tenants  and  homeowners.   Once  that 
decision  was  made  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
(BRA)  with  wide-spread  support  in  the  community,  the  pro- 
ject's execution  depended  in  large  part  on  the  availabi- 
lity of  housing  subsidies  to  carry  through  that  part  of 
the  plan.   However,  a  cause  of  great  delay  was  the  lack 
of  subsidies  to  follow  through  and  deliver  housing  in 
keeping  with  the  goals  of  the  plan.   Some  have  found  the 
plan  to  be  contradictory  in  its  efforts  to  serve  low-in- 
come people  while  at  the  same  time  encouraging  middle- 
income  people  to  buy  or  rent  in  the  area. 

The  South  End:  A  Diverse  Neighborhood  in  Transition 
Dramatic  changes  occurred  in  the  South  End  population 
between  1960  and  1970.   There  was  a  net  loss  of  35  per- 
cent from  34,996  to  22,758.   The  median  family  income 
increased  from  53,615  to  $6,464,  an  amount  still  below 
the  median  Boston  family  income  of  59,133. 

Middle- income  newcomers  ahd  a  considerable  impact  on  the 
overall  incomes  in  the  areas.   45  percent  of  the  white 
populations  had  incomes  over  510,000.   Yet  40  percent  of 
the  overall  income  levels  in  the  area  were  still  below 
55,000  with  47  percent  of  blacks  under  $5,000  and  62  per- 
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cent  of  Spanish-speaking  under  $5,000. 

While  the  South  End  lost  35  percent  of  its  people  during 
the  1960's,  it  lost  40  percent  of  its  households  indicat- 
ing a  heavy  loss  among  individuals  living  alone,  parti- 
cularly the  elderly  and  middle-aged  lodging  house  popula- 
tion.  The  age  group  which  lost  the  most  people  was  be- 
tween 55  and  64  years,  49  percent.   In  1960  there  were 
over  900  licensed  lodging  houses;  by  1970  the  number  had 
dropped  to  the  400s.   The  trend  has  continued  as  indicat- 
ed by  the  1974  count  of  licensed  lodging  houses  being 
234.   The  age  group  that  lost  the  least  (22  percent)  was 
between  25  and  34  years. 
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Change  Between  iSSO  and  1970  of  Ethnic  Group 
Distribution^  by  Census  Track 
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This  process  of  neighborhood  change  has  been  referred  to 
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as  gentri fi cation ,  '   a  term  the  English  use  to  denote 
the  return  of  the  "gentry"  to  inner-city  nei ghborhoods- i s 
not  a  problem-free  process.   In  such  neighborhoods  as 
Boston's  South  End,  the  restoration  process  has  been  bad 
news  for  many  blue-collar  ethnic  and  minority  residents. 
Displacement  -  the  recycling  of  poor  people  at  the  con- 
venience of  rich  people  -  is  a  widespread  phenomenon 
across  the  country.   The  displace  families  usually  don't 
want  to  move,  despite  the  blight.   Forcing  them  out  can 
lead  to  tensions. 

In  its  first  stages,  "gentri  fi cation"  is  all  to  the  good: 
Abandoned,  "bombed  out"  buildings  are  restored  by  "urban 
pioneers";  the  newcomers  give  life  to  old  businesses  and 
stimulate  creation  of  new  ones,  stage  city  festivals  and 
help  their  less  affluent  neighbors  by  fighting  demolition- 
style  urban  renewal,  redlinging,  and  super-highways  that 
rip  neighborhoods  apart.   But  before  long,  property  values 
begin  to  soar.   Landlords  begin  to  evict  poor  tenants, 
either  selling  out  at  substantial  profit  or  renovating  pro- 
perties for  the  affluent  returnees.   Assessments  rise  ra- 
pidly, so  that  many  poor  or  elderly  residents  can  no  longer 
afford  the  property  taxes  on  homes  they  may  have  occupied 
for  many  years. 
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Urban  Renewal  &  the  South  End 

Urban  renewal  as  well  as  "gentri  fi cation"  is  responsible  for 
the  dislocation  of  many  households  outside  of  the  South  End 
Rising  rents  and  property  values,  coupled  with  the  failure 
of  the  BRA's  commitment  to  rehabilitate  75  percent  of  the 
then  existing  housing  stock  for  the  existing  residents, 
dislocated  a  countless  number  of  households.   The  impact 
of  this  renewal  on  traditional  South  End  housing  stock 
resulted  in  a  net  loss  in  housing  units:  more  than  11,000 
fewer  units  remaining  than  planned  in  1965,  4,300  more 
units  still  substandard  than  planned,  14,400  fewer  units 
rehabilitated  than  pi anned  .  . . the  unplanned  demolition  and 
shortfall  of  rehabilitation  efforts  offers  a  striking 
picture  of  what  happened  to  many  South  End  households. 


Additionally,  the  1965  Urban  Renewal  Plan  called  for  re- 
habilitation of  75  percent  of  the  then  existing  housing 
stock.   But  more  units  have  been  lost  through  conversion 
and  demolition:   The  loss  of  units  between  1965  and  1974 
was  more  than  twice  the  loss  anticipated  in  the  original 
plan.   At  the  same  time,  rehabilitation  during  this  per- 
iod was  31  percent  of  the  1965  workload.   If  all  the  re- 
maining units  in  the  South  End  are  to  be  rehabilitated, 
only  52  percent  of  the  rehabilitation  goal  of  the  1965 
plan  can  be  real  i  zed. -^  , 


The  housing  which  remains  has  not  been  completely  rehabil 
itated  but  rather  remains  40  percent  substandard. 
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Rehabiirtation 
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The  problem  in  the  South  End  is  how  to  leverage  a  distri- 
bution of  physical  improvement  throughout  the  entire  area 
which  will  maximize  benefits  for  existing  low  and  moderate 
income  tenants  and  homeowners,  particularly  minority 
groups,  as  well  as  middle-class  newcomers.   Otherwise  the 
exodus  of  many  lower  income  minority  homeowners  and  tenants 
will  continue  in  many  neighborhoods,  resulting  in  increas- 
ed separation  by  class  and  race  and  less  community  "balance." 
Because  goals  revolve  around  achieving  a  "balanced"  South 
End,  there  is  optimism  about  combinations  of  rehabilita- 
tion and  housing  subsidies  in  the  traditional  South  End 
housing  stock  to  achieve  a  social  and  economic  mix. 

Neighborhood  residents  have  indicated  their  support  for  a 
multi-racial  and  economically  balanced  community:  "What 
we  need  is  better  living  quarters  preferably  low  income 
rentals  to  accommodate  people  who  want  to  remain  in  the 
area.   We  don't  want  high  rise  apartment  houses  to  displace 
those  who  have  kept  the  city  going."   "If  we  are  to  keep 
anything  worth  having  in  the  South  End  we  must  all  join 
together  to  fight  for  rehabilitation  of  our  housing  stock 
and  for  the  use  of  such  financial  programs  as  will  enable 
the  residents  of  the  South  End  to  continue  to  live  in 
their  communi  ty . " 
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A  report  written  by  SEPAC  (South  End  Project  Area  Committee) 
recommends  that  because  the  remaining  sites  and  housing 
stock  is  inadequate  to  meet  the  demands  of  all  the  low, 
moderate,  and  high  income  persons  who  might  wish  to  live 
here,  the  South  End  community  recognize  an  absolute  re- 
sponsibility to  those  living  in  the  South  End  who  wish  to 
remain  here,  those  who  have  been  displaced  and  wish  to 
return,  and  to  retain  the  South  End  as  an  open  community 
to  all  income  levels  which  wish  to  live  here.   Other 
possible  solutions  have  been  found  in  cities  across  the 
country:   Washington,  U.C.,  requires  absentee  landlords 
to  offer  tenants  of  rent-controlled  units  rights  of  first 
refusal  to  match  the  purchase  offer  of  a  third  party.   A 
city  can  postpone  increases  in  assessments  until  a  proper- 
ty issold,  or  permit  only  gradual  assessment  increases;  it 
can  also  place  a  high  tax  on  profits  of  speculators  who 
don't  actually  live  in  buildings  they  buy  and  quickly  sell. 
Finally,  broadly  participative  neighborhood  organizations 
can  be  given  major  power  to  monitor  new  development  coming 
into  their  communities,  controlling  its  pace  and  nature 
to  protect  existing  residents  and  enhance  diversity. 


Therefore,  USES,  in  conjunction  with  the  city  and  other 
broad-based  neighborhood  agencies  and  organizations  con- 
cerned with  housing,  employment  and  social  services,  will 
become  the  catalyst  in  planning  for  housing  rehabilita- 
tion with  the  express  intent  to  preserve  the  community  as 
a  racially,  ethnically,  socially,  and  economically  diverse 
area  with  a  stable  resident  population  base  of  both  tenants 

and  homeowners. 


IV .   Research  and  Study  Methodology 

This  one-year  planning  grant  will  include  three  major  acti- 
vities that  would  have  to  be  researched,  studied  for  feasi- 
bility and  negotiated  with  various  agencies  and  private  en- 
tities.  These  activities  are  development  of  a  program  de- 
sign, inventory  of  potential  funding  sources,  and  negotia- 
tions with  agencies  most  suitable  for  participation  in  the 
various  program  components. 

1 .  Research  the  "State  of  the  Art" 

This  phase  will  include  the  investigation  of  sev- 
eral working  models  of  each  program  component  for 
their  potential  applicability  to  a  South  End 
housing  improvement  project.   Additionally,  this 
section  will  summarize  the  demonstration  and  op- 
erational experience  literature  on  pertinent 
housing  improvement  projects.   A  sample  Table  of 
Contents  page  for  such  a  report  is  shown  in 
Exhibit  A. 

2.  Development  of  an  Inventory  of  Potential  Financial 
Sources 

For  each  program  component,  there  are  a  wide  var- 
iety of  funding  sources  which  could  be  tapped  to 
carry  out  the  program's  objectives.   In  this  phase, 
the  grant/budget  cycles,  application  dates,  rules 
and  regulations  governing  the  program  will  be 
thoroughly  researched  for  their  potential  use  in 
this  program.   Also  the  availability  of  private 
financing  as  leverage  wil  be  investigated. 


A  funding  source  information  file  and  inventory 
will  be  organized  by  the  nature  of  funds  and 
types  of  activities  funded.   A  sample  Table  of 
Contents  page  for  this  detailed  report  on  fin- 
ances is  shown  in  Exhibit  B. 
3.  Development  of  Site  Selection  Criteria 

In  this  phase,  the  target  population  for  parti- 
cipation in  the  program  will  be  defined.   The 
stage  and  rate  of  neighborhood  decline  is  the 
major  item  to  be  measured  in  development  site 
criteria,  in  addition  to  neighborhood  policy 
with  respect  to  preservation  and  stabilization. 
The  development  of  housing  ownership  criteria 
will  clarify  whether  or  not  absentee  landlords 
vs.  owner-occupants  will  be  eligible,  under 
what  sets  of  eligibility  constraints,  and  within 
which  set  of  program  components.   Lastly,  the 
process  for  site  selection  will  be  completely 
described  for  purposes  of  application  of  the 
criteria  to  the  South  End  model. 
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Exhibit  A:   State  of  Art 


Table  of  Contents  for  a  Report 
Entitled  "Housing  Improvement 
Projects  -  An  Overview  of  Experience  to  Date' 


II 


Meeting  Housing  Needs:  The  Issue  of  Preserving  Existing 
Housing  Stock. 

Public  Support  of  Housing  Improvement  -  A  chronology 
of  its  legislative  and  Programmatic  Development. 


III.   A  review  of  Relevant  Programs. 

-  Urban  programs,  high  level  (major  rehabilitation) 

-  Urban  programs,  low  level  (repair) 

IV.   Primary  lessons  from  Past  Experience  for  Future  Programs 
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txhibit  B:   Suggested  Table  of  Contents  for 
a  Report  Entitled  "Inventory 
of  Funding  Sources  for  Urban 
Housing  Improvement  Projects" 


I.   The  Rationale  for  a  Cross- cutti ng  Approach  to  Funding 
Urban  Housing  Improvement. 

II.   The  Organization  of  the  Inventory  and  a  Guide  to  Its  Use 

-  Funding  Source  Information  File 

-  Key  Term  File  Structure 

-  Provisions  for  Updating 


III.   Key  Term  Subject  Index. 

-  Service  area  or  type 

-  Federal /State  agency 

-  Legal  titles 


IV.   Development  of  a  Funding  Sources  Information  File. 

listing  in  numeric  order  of  all  funding  sources  indicating 


-  type  of  activity  funded 

-  nature  of  funds  (development,  demonstration, 
operating,  capital,  loans) 

-  key  constraints 

-  legislation  entitlement 

-  administering  agency 

-  application  procedures  &  rough  forms 

-  application/funding  cycle 

-  precedents  based  on  activities  currently  funded 


V.  Packaging  Funding  Sources 

-  analysis  of  alternative  cross-cutting  funding 
packages  for  supporting  urban  housing  improvement 
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4 .  Design  of  a  Development  Program 

For  each  major  component,  objectives  for  hous- 
ing, employment,  job  creation  and  social  ser- 
vice will  be  outlined  in  detail.   Initial 
meetings  will  be  arranged  with  various  agen- 
cies to  test  out  the  workability  of  the  pro- 
gram.  Such  meetings  would  be  held  with  per- 
sonnel from  area  banks,  private  foundations, 
CETA,  Title  XX,  HUD,  CDBG,  CSA  and  MHMFA  to 
name  some  of  the  possible  participating  or- 
ganizations. 

A  tentative  work  plan  for  physical  development, 
training  and  employment,  and  a  tenant  services 
program  will  be  written  based  on  objectives  of 
the  various  program  components  and  exploratory 
meetings  held  with  relevant  agency  personnel. 
Accompanying  the  work  plan  will  be  a  tentative 
development  schedule  designed  to  integrate  all 
of  the  program  components  into  one  workable 
schedule  to  facilitate  execution  of  the  devel- 
opment program  and  promote  high  productivity 
and  efficiency. 
5.  Development  of  a  Plan  for  Citizen  Participation 
Because  citizen  participation  is  a  requirement 
for  many  major  federal  programs  and  the  involve- 
ment of  local  citizens  is  regarded  as  extremely 
important  by  both  the  financial  institutions 
and  funding  sources,  a  plan  for  formation  of  a 
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neighborhood  advisory  committee  will  be  devel- 
oped to  assist  in  the  process  of  program  oper- 
ation. 

6.  Development  of  a  Plan  for  Program  Operation 
After  detailing  objectives  for  the  operational 
plan,  an  in-depth  work  schedul e-- i ncl udi ng 
funding  sources  and  commitments,  projected  op- 
erating costs,  and  administrative  expenses-- 
for  the  housing  maintenance  service  unit,  em- 
ployment and  training  programs,  and  social  ser- 
vices will  be  designed.   Additionally,  before 
the  program  can  be  operable,  the  negotiation  of 
Memoranda  of  Understanding  between  participating 
agencies  must  occur.   These  memoranda  will  spell 
out  duties,  responsibilities  and  timetables  for 
accomplishment  of  project  goals  and  objectives. 

7 .  Preliminary  Evaluation  Design 

The  measures  through  which  this  program  will  be 
evaluated  will  revolve  around  the  program's 
housing,  employment,  economic,  and  social  ser- 
vice objectives.   Such  measures  could  include 
dollar  impact  of  funds  flows,  number  of  jobs 
created,  percentage  of  housing  need  met  and 
ratio  of  number  of  units  standard  vs.  units 
still  substandard.   Exhibit  C  outlines  the 
Demonstration  Plan  Document  which  will  act  as 
a  guideline  and  word  program  for  performance 
of  the  actual  demonstration. 


Exhibit  C :   Demonstration  Plan  (Final  Program  Design) 


Table  of  Contents  for  a  Report  Entitled 

"Plan  for  a  Demonstration  Urban 

Housing  Improvement  Project  in 

the  South  End  of  Boston" 


I.   -  Overview  and  Rationale  for  the  Project 

-  Development  of  Site  Selection  Criteria 

-  Population  criteria 

-  Neighborhood  criteria 

-  Housing  ownership  criteria 

-  Housing  unit  criteria 

-  Procedures  for  site  selection 

II.   Application  of  Criteria  for  South  End  &  Surrounding 


III.   Definitions  of  sub-project  non-profit  housing 
components  (if  more  than  one  funding  package 
is  required) 


IV.   Development  Program  (for  each  major  component) 

-  objectives  &  products 

*  housing  objectives 

*  employment  objectives 

*  social  services  objectives 

*  job  creation  objectives 

-  work  plan 

*  Physical  Development 
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*  Training  &  Employment 

*  Tenant  Services 

-  Integrated  Development  Schedule 

-  Development  Funding  Sources 
*housing  repair 
*employment  and  training 
*tenant  services 

-  Development  Program  Management 

-  Provisions  for  Community  Participation 

-  Development  Budget 

*  Total  Cost  by  component/ by  funding  source 

*  Cash  flow  during  development 

V.   Plan  for  Operation  Program 

-  Objectives 

*  housing  unit  maintenance 

*  employment  &  training 

*  tenant  services 

-  Operating  Plan  &  Schedule  For 

*  housing  maintenance  service  unit 

*  social  service 

-  Funding  Sources 

-  Operating  Budget  (public  funds  only) 

-  Funding  Commitments 
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VI.   Documentation  required  to  facilitate  replication  and 
eval uations . 

*  Description  of  the  model  (being  built) 

*  Cost  projections  and  administrative  requirements 
for  on-going  operation. 

VII.   Preliminary  evaluation  design  for  demonstration  project. 
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VI .    Project  Staff  (Organization,  Management  &  Corporate 
Capabi 1 1 ty ) 

USES  is  a  private-non-profit  human  service,  community  and 

economic  development  organization  serving  the  South  End/ 

Lower  Roxbury  section  of  Boston. 

USES  conducts  a  variety  of  programs  and  services  oriented 
to  a  diverse  and  constantly  changing  neighborhood,  and 
maintains  the  flexibility  to  change  its  programs  as  the 
neighborhood  needs  changes. 

A  description  of  the  many  USES  services  include:  a  child 
care  program,  (family,  after  school  and  group  day  care) 
family  life  program,  community  security  program,  older 
adult  program,  community  security  program,  older  adult 
program  (groupwork  services,  individual  counseling,  and 
hot  lunch  program).   Youth  programs  include  Youth  Essen- 
tial Services  for  Chinese  Youth,  food  preparation  train- 
ing, and  a  Career  Resource  Center  for  teenagers  and 
young  adults,  a  Local  Development  Corporation  assists 
Third  World  business  people,  neighborhood  development 
activities  involve  local  residents,  businesses  and  or- 
ganizations in  the  planning  for  the  revi tal i zati on  of 
business  and  commercial  areas,  a  worker  advocacy  pro- 
gram works  to  improve  the  employment  options  for  local 
residents,  while  the  Children's  Art  Centre  conducts  art 
classes  and  workshops.   During  the  summer  USES  conducts 
a  resident  camp  for  boys,  a  day  camp  for  boys  and  girls. 
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USES  operates  its  program  from  five  different  centers 
located  througlout  the  South  End,   The  budget  of  USES 
comes  from  private  sources.  United  Way  of  Massachusetts 
Bay,  as  well  as  purchase  of  service  arrangements,  con- 
tracts and  grants  with  the  local,  state,  and  federal 
governments . 

Since  September  1973  USES  has,  under  contract  with  the 
United  States  Department  of  Commerce,  operated  a  Busi- 
ness Development  Organization  (BDO),  at  an  average  an- 
nual cost  of  $85,U00,  to  conduct  the  following  activi- 
ti  es  : 

a.  seek  to  as-sist  in  the  creation  of  new  min- 
ority businesses; 

b.  stabilize  and  expand  existing  minority 
businesses  through  the  use  of  technical 
and  management  assistance  activities; 
and,  procurement  of  government  and  pri- 
vate sector  contracts; 

c.  work  with  other  governmental,  business, 
ethnic  and  community  organizations  to 
improve  the  socio-economic  level  of  the 
minority  business  in  the  South  End  and 
Greater  Boston  Area. 


The  U.S.  Department  of- Commerce  has  significantly  re- 
duced the  Office  of  Minority  Business  Enterprise  (OMBE) 
funding  level  in  New  England,  the  result  of  which  is 
that  as  of  June,  1977  funding  for  the  USES  Business 

Development  Organization  terminated. 
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USES  has  during  the  past  three  and  one-half  years  de- 
veloped considerable  experience  and  capability  in  the 
areas  of  economic  development  planning,  business  de- 
velopment, management  technical  assistance  and  neigh- 
borhood organization. 

The  following  is  the  Project  Organization  and  manage- 
ment plan.   In  addition  we  plan  to  use  members  of  the 
USES  full  time  staff  who  are  presently  employed  with 
our  organization.   These  persons  include  Martin  Gopen, 
who  is  a  specialist  in  training,  employment  and  econo- 
mic development;  Mary  Grigsby  the  Program  Supervisor 
of  the  USES  Family  Life  and  ■  Counsel i ng  Program  (a 
Title  XX  funded  program)  and  Fannie  Allen,  Program 
Supervisor  of  the  USES  Older  Adult  Program  which  is 
also  a  Title  XX  funded  program.   Edwin  D.  Abrams  a 
member  of  the  USES  Board  of  Directors,  an  experienced 
housing  developer  and  manager  will  also  be  available 
to  assist  the  project  in  an  advisory  capacity. 
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Organization  and  Management 


Kenneth  L.  Brown 
Executive  Director 


Syval i  a  Hyman  ,  III 
Project  Director 


(sub-contract) 

;nants  Development 
Corporati  on 


Shirley  Simpson 
Project  Planner 


Project 
Secretary 
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Organization  for  Services  1n  the  Public  Interest,  Inc. 

U.S.E.S.  shall  contract  with  the  Organization  for  Services 
in  the  Public  Interest,  Inc.,  (OSPI)  to  provide  technical 
support  in  a  number  of  key  areas.   OSPI,  is  a  private 
non-profit  organization.   Its  purpose  is  to  facilitate 
the  development  and  disemination  of  techniques  which  in- 
crease productivity  in  human  serices  delivery,  enabling 
public  resources  to  achieve  maximum  feasible  impact  on 
genuine  unmet  human  needs.   For  this  project  we  will  em- 
ploy OSPI  to  assist  in  the  review  of  relevant  literature; 
in  the  design,  collection  and  formation  of  resource  in- 
ventory items,  in  conceptualizing  and  analyzing  alterna- 
tive cross-cutting  program  models,  and  in  the  develop- 
ment of  a  set  of  high  quality  end-products  required  to 
generate  support  for  the  proposed  demonstration.   Mr. 
Michael  Baker,  Executive  Vice-President,  will  serve  as 
project  director  for  the  OSPI  sub- contract .   Mr.  Baker 
has  worked  with  U.S.E.S.  in  the  past,  knows  the  South 
End  and  brings  to  the  project  the  experience  and  skills 
in  planning,  analysis,  and  profession  report  production 
which  will  significantly  augment  our  own  capability. 
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Tenants  Development  Corporation 

USES  has  arranged  to  execute  a  contract  with  the  Tenants 
Development  Corporation  (TDC)  to  provide  technical  sup- 
port on  the  housing  issues  to  be  addressed  by  this  pro- 
ject.   TDC  is  a  private  not-for-profit  housing  develop- 
ment corporation  established  in  1968.   Since  that  time 
TDC  has  been  actively  involved  in  housing  rehabilitation 
and  management.   TDC  is  a  mechanism  through  which  poor 
and  Third  World  people  residing  in  the  South  End  could 
forge  a  new  housing  alternative  to  the  inadequate  situa- 
tion.  After  a  number  of  years  of  attempting  absentee 
landlords  to  repair  their  buildings, tenants  came  together 
to  adopt  a  new  approach.   They  pooled  their  resources 
and  worked  collectively  to  purchase  the  sub-standard 
dwellings  in  which  they  resided.   TDC  has  rehabilitated 
56  buildings  and  currently  is  managing  285  housing  units. 
For  this  project  we  shall  utilize  TDC  to  assist  in  the 
housing  issues  which  shall  include  but  not  necessarily 
be  limited  to  the  following:  a)  alternative  techniques 
to  upgrade  the  quality  of  existing  housing,  b)  develop- 
ment of  a  rental  plan  which  provides  incentives  to  land- 
lords to  continue  improved  levels  of  management,  c)  to 
design  a  housing  repair  and  employment  and  service  model 
and  d)  redefining  site  selection  criteria  and  the  selec- 
tion of  prospective  sites.   TDC  has  agreed  to  appoint  a 
project  manager  with  the  relevant  and  necessary  experience 
and  skills  to  successfully  undertake  this  subcontract. 
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UNITED    SOUTH    END    SETTLE;.\Ej^TS 

Executive  Office  566  Coiumbjs  Avenue.  Boston,  Ma.  021  1! 

Tele!;^ione  617  536S510 


September  8,  1977 


•■'  -      Mr.  Richard  Jakopic 

Project  Officer 
'y Security    Division  of  Program  Development 
c-r....-  =439   Office  of  Planning,  Research  and  Evaluation 

Office  of  Human  Development  Services 

Department  of  Health,  Education  &  Welfare 
'        Room  322F 

South  Portal  Building 

200  Independence  Avenue  S.W. 
',  ,^,,.,„,,   Washington,  D.C.  20201 


Dear  Mr.  Jakopic: 

Enclosed  are  the  addendum  to  the  USES  grant  application  "Planning 
Grant  for  a  Housing  Improvemen-  Project  in  the  South  End/Lower 
Roxbury  Section  of  Boston"  as  requested  during  our  telephone  con- 
versation and  outlined  in  your  letter  of  September  2,  1977. 

Included  in  this  submission  are: 

1 .  An  executed  original  and  four  copies  of, 

a.  Federal  Assistance  Cover  Sheet 

b.  Compliance  with  Civil  Rights  Form 

c.  Protection  of  Human  Subjects  Form 

2.  A  budget  breakout  for  the  Technical  Development  Corporation 
(TDC)  Sub-contract. 

3.  Research  and  Study  Methodology  -  Addenda 

Integration  of  USES,  OSPI  and  TDC  activities  and  functions. 

4.  Research  and  Study  Methodology  -  Addenda 

Relationship  of  research  products  to  the  six  OHD  objectives. 


In  reviewing  this  grant  application  to  prepare  this  material 
we  also  reviewed  the  proposed  budget  which  we  are  confident 
is  adequate  to  carry  out  this  project.  It,  however,  may  not 
enable  us  to  respond  to  any  unforseen  circumstances.  If  the 
requested  amount  of  $53,708  can  be  augmented  it  will  provide 
a  margin  to  our  capability  to  adequately  handle  the -unexpect- 
ed that  may  occur  during  the  course  of  this  project. 

We  appreciate  your  interest  and  assistance  and  look  forward 
to  hearing  from  you.  If  you  have  more  questions, or  need 
additional  information  please  advise. 


Faithfully  yours. 


(Mr. )  Syvalia  Hyman,  III 
Associate  Director 
Management,  Planning  &  Development 
(617)  266-5451-5452 


Enclosures 
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UNITED  SOUTH  END  SETTLEMENTS 

Planning  Grant  For  a  Housing  Improvement  Program 
in  the  South  End-Lower  Roxbury  Section  of  Boston 

ADDENDUM 
to  the 

Research  and  Study  of  Methodology 

Relationship  of  Research  Products  to  the  Six  UHD  Objectives 
The  proposal  to  DHEW  submitted  by  United  South  End  Settlements  (USES)  is  for  a 
planning  study  which  would  lead  to  a  demonstration  whose  objectives  would  be 
to  improve  rental  housing,  and  provide  training  in  housing  rehabilitation 
through  the  use  of  multiple- funding.  While  objectives  #1  and  #2  of  the  SRS 
project  announcement  (RFP)  will  obviously  not  be  literally  met  by  the  planning 
grant  they  must  guide  the  design  and  analysis  to  be  carried  out  during  this 
phase.  Thus,  while  the  suggested  demonstration  will  have  objectives  similar 
to  those  stated  in  the  RFP  (and  spelled  out  in  operational  terms  in  the  eva- 
luation section  of  the  Demonstration  Plan)  and  will  be  measured  upon  execution 
in  terms  of  whether  or  not  these  objectives  are  literally  attained,  the  pro- 
posed planning  grant  must  be  evaluated  in  terms  of  whether  or  not  it  yields  a 
fundable  demonstration  which  is  designed  to  achieve  these  explicit  objectives. 
(The  flow  chart  at  the  end  of  this  section  graphically  demonstrates  this  pro- 
cess). 

It  should  be  noted  that  we  call  for  a  fundable  demonstration,  not  just  a  plan. 
By  this  we  mean  that  the  planning  process  should  not  simply  be  a  paper  exer- 
cise resulting  only  in  documentation.  The  end  product  should  result  in  a  de- 
cision either  to  abandon  the  concept  because  it  is  infeasible  or  to  proceed 
and  fund  a  model  demonstration.  While  the  limited  time  and  budget  for  this 
project  may  mean  that  all  of  the  necessary  formal  funding  commitments  are 
not  obtained  by  the  time  of  projest  completion,  it  is  nevertheless  important, 
in  our  view,  that  the  analysis  and  planning  work  be  guided  by  the  need  to 
arrive  at  realistic  solutions.  It  is  for  this  reason,  in  part,  that  a  "ci- 
tizen participation"  component  is  included  in  the  study  methodology  and  docu- 


mentation  of  preliminary  funding  commitments  is  included  in  the  Demonstration 
Plan  document. 

The  key  end  product  is,  of  course,  the  Demonstration  Plan.  This  document  will 
provide  the  data  required  to  make  the  decision  on  the  feasibility  of  the  pro- 
duct. Unce  the  decision  is  made  to  oroceed  with  the  project,  this  document 
will  become  the  work  program  for  the  demonstration.  Two  major  sections  of 
the  plan  deal  with  development  (IV)  and  operations  (V).  We  use  these  terms 
to  distinguish  between  the  phase  when  (1)  improvements  to  housing  units  are 
made,  (2)  repair  crew  training  programs  and  new  human  service  components 
are  created,  developed,  and  prepared  for  use  (development),  and  (3)  when 
developed  components  are  placed  into  use  (operations).  This  would  include 
the  operation  of  maintenance  services,  social  service  support  to  tenants, 
and  the  eligible  homeowner/occupants.  Of  course,  these  phases  will  of  ne- 
cessity overlap  in  a  program  of  this  complexity.  (For  example,  a  CETA 
funded  repair  crew  would  work  in  an  operations  model  to  improve  on  existing 
housing  units  which  would  be  in  development.)  We  feel  this  distinction  is 
useful  at  least  at  this  stage  of  planning.  Development  and  operations  have 
distinct  funding  requirements,  and  in  many  instances  distinct  funding 
sources.  The  performance  criteria  for  development  and  operations  have  to 
be  stated  differently  since  development  is  of  limited  life  and  is  definable 
in  "end-product"  terms  where  as  operations  requires  an  on-going  maintenance, 
service  delivery  and  financial  feasibility  type  of  performance  standard. 

It  may  prove  more  feasible  to  structure  the  plan  document  more  along  content 
lines  (training,  services,  etc.)  in  the  final  analysis.  The  Table  of  Contents 
submitted  in  any  study  proposal  which  is  breaking  new  ground  must  at  least 
be  good  estimates  as  to  final  form  and  content.  As  presented,  provisions  for 
training  and  employment  in  housing  repair  (objective  1)  would  be  covered 
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primarily  in  the  plan  for  operations,  with  a  small  development  component  to 
arrange  for  final  funding  and  organize  the  appropriate  administrative/manage- 
ment structure. 

Actual  up-grading  of  housing  (objective  2)  would  be  a  development  task.  The 
development  of  site  selection  criteria  and  their  application  to  the  South 
End  and  the  identification  of  funding  packages  (the  first  three  sections 
of  the  Demonstration  Plan)  relate  most  directly  to  this  objective  and  the 
objective  of  developing  a  multiple-funding  strategy  (objective  3).  There 
would  appear  to  be  more  than  one  possible  combination  of  resources  applicable 
to  achieving  improvement  of  lower-income  housing  in  the  South  End.  Depend- 
ing on  housing  condition,  size  of  structure,  and  type  of  ownership,  the  im- 
provement financing  package  may  vary.  From  the  standpoint  of  optimizing 
the  use  of  public  resources  in  the  South  End  and  from  the  standpoint  of  max- 
imizing the  repl icabil ity   to  other  communities,  we  would  propose  to  devel- 
op as  many  feasible  alternatives  to  housing  improvements  as  possible.  All 
of  the  alternatives  may  not  be  testable  in  the  South  End,  although  one  of 
the  factors  which  makes  the  South  End  attractive  as  a  potential  demonstra- 
tion site  is  the  heterogeneity  of  housing,  ownership  problems,  as  well  as 
population.  The  inventory  document  will  include  any  feasible  options 
which  may  be  excluded  from  the  South  End  plan  due  to  local  idiosyncrasies. 

The  development  and  operations  plan  and  sections  of  the  Demonstration  Plan 
will  document  the  funding  sources  and  commitments  to  support  implementation 
of  the  demonstration  which  can  be  obtained  during  the  study  period.  At  a 
minimum  it  will  include  the  funding  sources  cited  under  the  objectives  of 
the  RFP. 

The  Demonstration  Plan  document  as  a  whole  will  be  the  model  design  for 
demonstration  testing  (objective  5).  The  plan  will  include  sections  spe- 


cifying  the  documentation  and  evaluation  activities  which  will  be  required  to 
ensure  that  the  demonstration  effort  is  replicable  and  can  be  can  be  independ- 
ently judged  in  terms  of  its  costs  and  benefits.  Given  the  importance  of  un- 
derstanding the  fiscal  implications  of  such  a  model,  it  is  presumed  that  the 
preliminary  evaluation  design  will  provide  for  a  careful  economic  evaluation 
of  the  demonstration  in  terms  of  the  incidence  of  economic  costs  and  benefits. 

The  delineation  of "administrative  requirements  for  on-going  administration" 
was  intended  to  cover  the  issue  of  the  role  and  responsibilities  of  the  lead 
agency  (presumably  the  state  Title  XX  agency)  in  future  replications  (RFP 
objective  6).  However,  this  objective  will  really  not  be  attainable  until 
an  actual  demonstration  becomes  one  that  is  operational  and  transferable. 
The  working  out  of  the  mechanisms  for  lead  agency  replications  would  therefore 
appear  to  be  more  properly  an  emphasis  of  the  demonstration  phase. 

This  covers  the  RFP  objectives  and  their  relationship  to  the  proposed  end- 
products.  Most  of  the  objectives  are  fulfilled  through  the  Demonstration 
Plan. 

The  Inventory  Document  has  been  included  as  a  product  for  several  reasons. 
First  of  all  it  addresses  the  requirement  stated  in  the  RFP  that  the  grantee 
demonstrate  understanding  of  relevant  Federal  funding  programs.  Second  it 
will  document  sources  which  may  be  useful  for  cross-cutting  urban  housing 
improvement  programs  but  which,  as  noted  above,  may  not  come  into  play  in 
the  Demonstration  Plan  for  the  South  End.  Thirdly,  if  a  demonstration  is 
launched,  it  may  be  that  the  funding  situation  will  shift  in  the  South  End. 
The  proposed  inventory  will  thus  become  a  useful  resource  for  the  re-analy- 
sis of  funding  mechanisms  and  the  development  of  new  packages.  Finally, 
the  somewhat  independent  nature  of  this  piece  of  analysis  (identify  this 
universe  of  possible  solutions  versus  selecting  that  sub-set  most  appropri- 
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ate  for  a  given  time  and  place)  suggested  that  this  material  be  presented  as 
a  product  seperate  from  the  Demonstration  Plan. 

The  other  end  product,  the  "State  of  the  Art"  report,  is  also  called  for 
in  the  RFP.  Since  this  serves  as  back-up  to  the  main  report  it  would  seem 
to  be  appropriate  to  bind  this  section  seperately.  It  is  also  a  natural 
product  of  any  well  organized  study  effort  which  seeks  to  build  on  what 
has  been  learned  from  past  experience. 
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SUMMARY:  Relationship  of  Research  Products  to  the 
Six  OHDS  Objectives 


Research  Product 

1.  Development  of  a  training  & 
employment  model  for  housing 
repair. 

1.    Development  of  Site  selection 
criteria. 
Definition  of  funding  packages 

3.  Development  of  funding  source 
inventory. 

4.  Administrative  requirements  for 
on-going  project  operation. 


Objective 

#1 :  to  provide  training  &  employment 
in  housing  repairs  to  youth  and 
adult  unemployed. 

#2:  Upgrading  quality  of  housing 
stock. 

#3:  Incentives  for  landlords  to 
provide  improved  ongoing 
maintenance. 

#4:  Development  of  a  cross-cut, 
jointly-funded  project  that 
is  transferable. 


#3  & 

#6:  Provide  Title  XX  agencies  with 
a  model  for  cross-cutting  ser- 
vice projects. 
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Tenants  Development  Corooration  (TDC) 
Sub-Contract 


Direct  Labor 


Daily 

#  of 

Position 

Rate 

Days 

Cost 

Senior  Housing  Analyst 

S120 

20 

$2,400 

Housing  Analyst 

$  60 

20 

$1 ,200 

Secretary 

$  35 

30 

$1 ,050 

Sub  Total  Direct  Labor  $4,650 


Other  Direct  Costs 

Long  distance  telephone 

Xerox 

Local  travel 

Literature   &  other  materials 

Sub  Total  Other  Direct  Costs 


$  100 
180 
1  50 
200 

$   630 


I  ndi  rect  Costs 

@"|2%  of  Total  Sub-Contract  Cost 
Total  Cost 


720 


$6,000 


UNITED  SOUTH  END  SETTLEMENTS 

Planning  Grant  For  a  Housing  Improvement  Program 
in  the  South  End-Lower  Roxbury  Section  of  Boston 


ADDENDUM 
to  the 

Research  and  Study  of  Methodology 

Integration  of  USES,  OSPI  and  TDC  functions  and  activities 


Technical  Development  Corporation  (TDCj  shall  be  responsible 
for  Content  on  housing  improvement,  maintenance  and  other 
areas  related  to  HUD  programs. 

Organization  for  Services  in  the  Public  Interest  (OSPl) 
shall  be  responsible  for  content  on  Title  XX,  crosscutting 
techniques  and  CETA  training. 

United  South  End  Settlements  (USES)  shall  be  responsible 
for  the  overall  management  of  this  project  as  well  as  the 
other  content  areas. 


1 .  Research  on  State  of  the  Art: 

USES,  OSPI  and  TDC  shall  collect  data  on  areas  of 
specialization  and  prepare  draft  synopsis. 

USES  shall  organize  and  integrate  the  data  collected 
and  prepare  the  report. 

2.  Inventory  of  Potential  Financial  Sources: 

USPI  shall  design  structures  of  inventory  and 
data  protocols. 

OSPI,  TDC  and  USES  shall  collect  data. 

OSPI  shall  prepare  the  inventory  document. 

3.  Develop  Site  Selection  Criteria: 

USES  will  use  inventory  data,  eligibility  criteria 
and  population  demographics  to  define  the  target 
population.  In  4;his  stage  OSPI  and  TDC  will  assist 
USES. 

TDC  will  develop  and  prepare  the  site  urea,  building 
&  unit)  selection  criteria  and  document  a  general  proce- 
dure for  utilization  based  on  specifications  defined 
by  USES. 


4.  Demonstration  Plan  (Final  Program  Design) 

USES  shall  have  the  overall  responsibility  for  preparing 
this  plan,  and  for  the  integration  of  all  development 
components. 

USES,  OSPI  and  TDC  shall  work  together  to  define  the 
objectives  of  the  various  components. 

OSPI  shall  prepare  the  program  plans  for  Title  XX  and 
other  human  service  programs  and  CETA  financed  training 
components. 

TDC  shall  prepare  housing  development  program  proto- 
types for  each  housing  improvement  model  and  situation, 
e.g.  variations  in  types  of  ownership  extent  of  repair 
or  rehabilitation  required. 

USES  will  coordinate  all  of  the  interface  with  partici- 
pating neighborhood  organizations. 

OSPI  and  TDC  will  prepare  preliminary  profiles  on  Project 
Plan  Tasks  #3,  #4,  and  #5  for  assessment  by  USES  and 
shall  assist  USES  in  integrating  those  preliminary  plans 
into  the  final  Program  Design. 

5.  Development  of  a  Plan  For  Citizens  Parti cipatfi on: 

USES  shall  ensure  that  residents  (tenants  and  homeowners) 
business,  public  and  private  organizations  are  afforded 
the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  planning  process. 

6.  Develop  Financial  Packaging: 
Same  as  #4  above 

TDC  shall  develop  rental  agreements 

7.  Preliminary  Evaluation  Design: 

OSPI  shall  develop  this  design  and  work  with  USES  and  TDC 
to  prepare  achievable  performance  objectives. 
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